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Sik:  The  first  edition  of  the  Album  of  Agricultural  Statistics,  issued  two  years  ago,  was  received 
with  great  favor  by  students  of  rural  economy  in  this  and  other  couuti'ies.  Its  limited  uuud)ers,  (1(), ()()() 
copies)  were  found  to  be  entirely  inadequate  even  to  the  requii'ements  of  a  restiicted  and  conservative 
•  scdieme  of  distribution.  The  j^resent  edition  of  to, 000  is  especially  intended  foi-  libraries  of  reference 
and  s(‘hools  and  colleges  in  which  industiial  art  and  social  science  have  a  prominent  place. 

In  obedience  to  the  i)nblic  demand  for  graphic  illustrations  of  statistics,  which  has  often  been 
reiterated,  maps,  charts  and  diagrams  have  from  time  to  time  been  prepared,  by  the  Statistician,  for 
international  and  other  exhibitions,  and  for  educational  institutions.  Only  a  single  copy  of  each  was 
made,  in  some  instances  on  a  large  scale,  elal)orate  and  exi^ensive,  for  exhibition  pui'poses.  There  have 
'  been  urgent  and  repeated  calls  for  popularization  of  such  illusti-ations,  by  cheapening  their  cost  and 
multiplying  their  numbers,  and  a  more  general  distribution  to  societies,  schools  and  individuals.  The 
annual  rei)ort,  of  which  400, ()()()  coines  are  distributed,  has  furnished  a  medium  for  presentation,  gen¬ 
erally  in  single  page  diagrams,  of  some  of  the  more  striking  and  instructive  facts  of  American  agricnlture, 
familiarized  the  people  with  this  method  of  interpreting  statistics,  and  excited  a  desire  for  further 
elaboration  of  methods  so  intei-esting  and  educational  in  their  uses. 

The  woi-k  contains  sixteen  coloi'ed  maps  of  the  ITnited  States,  each  presenting  a  se})arate  toj^ic, 
as  follows: 

IJST  OF  ILLUSTRATIONS. 


1.  Percentiige  of  uiiopcupieil  and  of  farm  lands,  comprising  the 
superficial  area  of  each  State. 

11.  Percentagn^of  each  grand  division  of  farm  area  in  each  State. 

III.  Acreage  in  coi-n,  per  1,000  acres  of  superficial  area,  in  each 
State. 

I\'.  Acreage  in  wheat,  i)er  1,000  acres  of  superficial  area,  in  each 
State. 

V.  Acreage  in  oats,  per  1,000  acres  of  superficial  area,  in  each  State. 
VI.  Yield  of  corn  per  acre  in  each  State. 

\’IL  Yield  of  wheat  i)er  acre  in  each  State. 


^4IL  Yield  of  oats  per  acre  in  each  State. 

IX.  Av’erage  value  of  hoi’ses  in  each  State. 

X.  Average  value  of  cattle  (exclusive  of  milch  cows)  in  each  State. 
XL  Average  value  of  milch  cows  in  each  State. 

XI 1.  Average  value  of  sheep  in  each  State. 

XIII.  .Vverage  value  of  swine  in  each  State. 

XI\'.  Rural  population  of  the  United  States,  as  a  percentage  of  the 
total  population,  by  States. 

XY.  Average  value  of  lands  in  the  L’nited  States. 

X^'L  Farm  tenures  in  the  United  States. 


These  maps  are  mainly  based  on  results  of  jiast  investigation  conducted  by  tlie  Statistician.  Tlie 
distril)ntion  of  eacli  of  tlie  three  principal  cereals,  wdiitdi  together  include  all  but  three  per  cent,  of 
cereal  production,  has  so  remarkable  a  differentisition  and  so  extreme  a  rtinge,  as  to  justify  its  selection 
as  a  leading  topic.  'Plie  rate  of  yield,  based  on  yields  of  ten  annual  croi)s,  showing  the  results  of  cli¬ 
matic  adajitation,  differing  soils  and  methods  of  culture,  is  another  topic  fruitful  in  suggestion,  and 
thus  worthy  of  consideration.  The  average  values  of  farm  stock  in  different  sections  are  equally  sug¬ 
gestive  of  differences  in  breed,  degree  of  improvement,  and  effect  of  distance  fi'om  market.  It  is  ho])ed 
that  the  results  here  embodied,  in  matter  and  form,  will  be  found  woiThy  of  this  pi-esentation. 


llox.  .1.  M.  RUSK, 

Secretary. 


H.  1)0 DUE, 

isficiu  n . 
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ALBUM  OF  AGf^MULTUf^AL  STATISTI0S 


Tliis  g-raphic  ])i'esentati()n  of  statistical  data 
is  limited  to  classes  of  facts  existing  in  every 
portion  of  the  national  territory.  A  distrihn- 
tion  involving  only  a  part  of  the  pnhlic  domain 
is  not  suited  to  the  foian  of  illnstratio]i 
ado])ted.  (A)tton,  tobacco,  flax,  even  the  minor 
cereals,  and  many  other  ])rodncts,  must  be 
treated  in  a  different  manne]-,  and  hence  are 
not  included  in  this  geogi’apliical  method  of 
])resentation.  There  will  be  opportunity  hei-e- 
after  for  discnssion  of  othei'  topics  by  other  and 
suitable  methods. 

fTra])hic  illustrations  should  never  be  involved 
or  obscnre.  A  complication  of  foians  and 
ideas  shonld  be  avoided.  Sim])licity  and  nnity 
are  ])rime  characteristics  of  every  attem])t  to 
interpret  facts  and  tigni-es  by  form  and  color. 
The  basis  of  this  album  is,  therefore,  made  a 
map  of  the  United  States,  'fo  avoid  extra¬ 
neous  considerations,  an  outline  of  the  terri¬ 
tory,  divided  by  State  boundaries,  is  left  nnin- 
(Mindiered  by  indications  of  mountains,  streams, 
cities,  or  towns. 

Some  of  these  maps  represent  three  or  four 
constituent  parts  of  a  whole,  showing  by 
States  the  relative  proj^ortion  of  each,  without 
reference  to  volume  or  quantity.  Figures  in 
the  form  of  semicircles,  which  are  equal  in 
size  for  each  State,  are  divided  by  segments 
representing  the  relative  proportion  of  each 
constitnent  factor.  This  eliminates  all  consid¬ 
erations  except  the  one  idea  of  relative  pro- 
2:)ortion,  and  enables  one  to  make  comparison,  in 
this  respect,  of  each  State  with  every  other. 

A  large  nnndier  carry  the  single  idea  of 
geograj^hical  distribution,  as  of  the  relative  area 
of  certain  principal  cereals  in  the  several  States, 
the  differences  in  rate  of  yield  of  certain  pro¬ 
ducts,  and  the  average  prices  of  farm  animals. 
The  local  diffei-ences,  in  these  I'espects,  are  first 
indicated  by  jdacing  States  in  five  groups  each 
having  a  certain  range  of  diffei-entiation,  and 
giving  to  each  a  grade  of  density  of  color  and 


a  distinct  ])ecnliarity  of  mechanical  drawing, 
making  the  gradation  between  the  groups 
donbly  easy  of  discrimination. 

It  is  desirable,  howevei',  to  make  (doser  com- 
l)arison  than  is  shown  in  five  classes  or  groui)s. 
The  range  of  differences  within  a  group  may 
be  considerable;  therefoi'e,  in  several  of  these 
maps,  a  scale  is  made,  Avith  the  average  for  the 
United  States  as  zero;  and  the  percentage  of 
each  State  above  or  below  this  average  is  indi¬ 
cated  in  plain  tigni-es,  with  the  pins  or  minns 
])refix,  enabling  one  not  oidy  to  see  the  exact 
relation  of  each  State  to  the  national  average 
at  a  glance,  bnt  also  to  find  as  readily  the  rela¬ 
tion  between  any  one  State  and  any  other. 

Upon  each  map  there  is  placed  a  table  which 
gives  the  figures  on  which  the  graphic  delinea¬ 
tion  is  based.  With  all  the  aids  to  quick  appre¬ 
hension  of  the  meaning  of  the  ])resentation,  a 
simple  and  appro])riate  graphic  method,  ample 
explanation,  and  the  entire  body  of  fact  which 
the  map  illustrates,  it  is  believed  that  the  seines 
will  prove  an  instructive  and  valuable  means  of 
popular  education. 

In  the  first  map  of  the  seines,  the  bine  section 
of  each  semicircle  shows  where  the  land  not 
yet  taken  for  farms  is  found.  Bine  is  the  almost 
exclusive  color  west  of  the  Missouri,  it  takes 
large  proportion  in  the  South,  and  in  the  Eastern 
and  Middle  States  it  covers  a  much  larger  jiart 
of  the  surface  than  in  the  Ohio  \"alley.  In  the 
whole  country  it  rejiresents  711  in  every  1,000 
acres.  The  farm  lands  com])rise  2cS0  acres  in 
every  thonsand,  of  Avhich  foH  are  productive  or 
‘‘improved  area."  fOU  are  in  Avoodland,  and  UH 
acres  are  unproductive,  imduding  old  fields, 
swamps,  ledges,  and  other  technically  “  waste " 
areas,  most  of  which  are  snsce])tible  of  inqirove- 
ment  or  reclamation. 

Relative  to  woodlands,  it  shonld  be  carefully 
observed  that  only  the  forest  lands  in  farm 
areas  have  evei-  been  rei)orted  by  the  census. 
The  area  “not  in  farms"  has  woodlands  also; 


f) 


in  tlip  South  it  is  ne;ti-ly  ull  in  nood;  in  the 
Kastei-n  and  Middle  States  it  is  mainly  wooded 
area,  th<)n,ii‘h  the  timbei'  has  been  culled  more 
or  less  (dosely  in  mmdi  of  it;  while  in  the 
western  i-ey,’ions  of  ])rairies  and  i)lains,  only  the 
valleys  of  streams  and  sheltered  slopes  of  moun¬ 
tains  are  covered  with  woody  ii’rowths,  a  part 
in  the  western  coast  very  heavy,  and  other 
j)oi'tions  in  the  Ko(d\y  Motintains  thin  and  scat¬ 
tered.  It  is  probable,  that  in  the  total  area, 
including'  that  i)ortion  not  divided  into  farms, 
the  foi'est  growth  would  a])pi'oxi7nate  2o()  acres 
in  every  thousand. 

ddie  second  ma])  of  the  sei'ies  includes  only 
the  fai-ni  area,  and  divides  ])roductive  lands  into 
tillage  and  grass  lands.  The  farms  of  the  Ho(d^y 
Mountain  region  show  a  lai'ge  pro})ortion  of 
“  unproductive  lands,"  not  because  of  theii'  want 
of  fertility,  but  from  insuflicient  means  for 
irrigation  and  othei'  ])re])aration  for  use.  Theii- 
owners  are  ])roviding  areas  for  future  utilization. 
'I’he  projtortion  of  woodland  is  not  a  ])ercentage 
of  the  total  land  area,  but  of  the  farm  ai-ea. 
'Phe  range  is  very  wide,  from  a  fraction  of  one 
per  cent,  in  I'tali  to  sixty-six  per  cent,  in 
Floi'ida.  doing  eastward  from  the  central  moun¬ 
tain  plateaus,  it  is  8.8  per  cent,  in  Nebraska, 
11. in  Iowa,  lo.t)  in  Illinois,  29.1  in  Indiana, 
24.4  in  Ohio,  29.4  in  Pennsylvania,  and  24.1  in 
New  Jersey. 

Jdie  third  map  illustrates  the  distribution  of 
maize,  the  most  generally  cultivated,  occu])ying 
the  largest  acreage,  and  jiroducing  the  largest 
value  of  any  cro])  in  arable  culture.  It  is  now 
found  in  every  part  of  the  national  domain,  and 
was  cultivated  by  the  aboriginal  races  before 
the  advent  of  the  white  man,  and  also  by  the 
pi‘ehistoric  races  of  whose  lives  and  industries 
gliinpses  are  had  in  their  cave-dwellings  and  in 
the  excavation  of  their  bui-ial  mounds.  The  eight 
ce7iti-al  States  which  ai-e  printed  in  solid  color 
are  (diaracterized  by  soils  and  climates  es])ecially 
adai)ted  to  coi-n-growing,  and  i-e])]-esent  half  of 
the  2iational  area  and  nearly  two-thii-ds  of  the 
production.  Kentucky  and  Tennessee  have  a 
small  snr])lns;  the  other  six,  with  Nebi-aska, 
which  is  found  in  the  second  grou])  only  because 
so  much  of  its  ten-itoi-y  is  as  yet  nnoccuj)ied, 
produce  nearly  all  the  coi-n  of  commerce,  and 
are  known  as  the  seven  ‘‘ surplus  States."  The 
cotton  States  from  Virginia  to  Alabama  inclusive, 


are  iii  the  second  gi-ou]);  and  those  further  west 
ai-e  less  ju-ominent  iu  maize  distribution  only  by 
reason  of  lai'ger  supe)-licial  area  in  i)i-o])ortion 
to  breadth  of  cultivation. 

'Pile  States  of  greatest  density  of  wheat  dis¬ 
tribution,  ai-e  jive  in  winter  wheat,  and  two 
in  s]n-ing  wheat,  as  follows:  Ohio,  Tndiaiia  and  * 
Illinois,  in  the  Ohio  Valley,  and  Delaware  and 
Maryland,  ])i-oducing  almost  ex(dusively  winte)- 
wheat,  and  Minnesota  and  Iowa  yielding  s})ring 
wheat.  'Pile  spring  wheat  )-egion  includes  the 
country  west  of  Lake  Michigan,  and  north  of 
Missouri  and  Kansas,  the  Rocky  Mountain  pla¬ 
teaus,  and  a  strijiin  New  York  and  New  England 
bordei-ing  on  Oanada.  Wei-e  the  distribution 
made  in  relation  to  ])o])ulation,  or  even  culti¬ 
vated  area,  the  grou])ing  would  be  essentially 
different,  and  Dakota  would  stand  fii-st  in  the 
first  grou]).  Several  States  are  not  imduded  in 
any  gi-oup,  not  because  they  produce  absolutely 
no  wheat,  but  because  the  quantity  is  insignifi¬ 
cant  and  annual  estimates  of  it  impracticable. 

'Pile  distribution  of  oats  is  natiu-ally  most  dense 
in  the  Norfhei-n  States,  by  reason  of  the  fact 
that  this  grain  requires  relatively  low  tempera¬ 
ture.  (fradual  deterioration  of  yield  and  quality 
attends  cultivation  in  any  part  of  the  United 
States.  Oats  which  weigh  40  to  dO  pounds  per 
bushel,  in  Scotland  or  Norway  or  Denmark,  will 
usually  yield  lighter  grain  at  the  first  ]ilanting 
in  this  country,  and  the  weight  declines  annually. 

In  the  South  good  crops  ai-e  obtained  by  ])lanting 
in  the  autumn  for  winter  growth,  and  the  neces¬ 
sity  for  the  grain  as  a  variation  of  the  ration  for 
horses  has  made  the  ci-o])  ])opnlar  in  this  region. 

'Phe  differences  respectively  in  yield  of  corn, 
wheat  and  (»ats,  are  illustrated  by  three  maps,  in 
which  the  national  rate  of  yield  for  the  ]iast  ten 
years  is  made  the  basis  of  comparison,  and  the 
i-elative  rank  of  each  State  or  'Perritory  is 
expressed  as  a  percentage  above  or  below  the  gen¬ 
eral  average,  the  ascending  or  descending  s(“ale 
being  marked  by  plus  or  luinus  signs.  On  one 
side  of  the  scale  the  actual  yield  in  bushels,  as 
measured  by  jiercentages  of  difference,  is  indi¬ 
cated,  showing  instantly  the  equivalents  of  these 
differeiK^es  in  actual  yields. 

It  will  be  i-eadily  seen  that  the  i-esnlts  of  an 
absolutely  perfect  census  of  the  products  of  a 
single  year  would  do  manifest  injustice,  and 
excite  local  dissatisfaction,  as  a  basis  foi-  a  show- 


ing  of  file  relative  productiveness  of  States  undei' 
existing  conditions  of  lairal  developnient  and 
methods  of  liusbandry.  The  fluctuations  in  rate 
of  yield  are  so  wide  that  nothing  less  than  a  period 
of  ten  years  should  be  averaged  for  siudi  a  i)nri)ose. 
Snell  au  average,  from  the  statistical  recoi-ds  of 
the  Department,  is  the  fairest  basis  available, 
and  may  be  relied  upon  as  iiractically  the  real 
measure  of  the  iiroduction  of  the  ])eriod. 

It  is  proper  to  explain  that  the  general  average 
for  corn,  24.2  bushels,  is  lower  than  for  the  pre¬ 
vious  ten  years,  and  probably  below  a  I'eal  normal 
average,  on  account  of  the  succ^essive  recurrence 
of  causes  of  reduced  production,  notably  in  1881 
and  1887,  and  less  consi)icuonsly  in  1888  and  188(5. 
'I'he  averages  since  1880,  with  two  excei)tions, 
have  been  lower  than  in  any  of  the  six  ])receding 
years.  It  is  l)elieved  to  be  the  i-esnlt  of  a  series 
of  exce})tional  seasons,  not  likely  to  recur  with 
such  frequency  in  the  future. 

'rile  rate  of  yield  must  not  be  taken  as  a  mea¬ 
sure  of  the  natural  fertility  of  a  State.  In  the 
first  grou]),  in  the  ma])  showing  the  corn  yield, 
there  are  seven  States,  and  only  two  ai'e  in  the 
g]-eat  corn  belt,  Ohio  and  Nebi'aska.  Four  are  in 
the  Eastern  and  one  is  in  the  INliddle  States,  where 
small  areas  aie  highly  fertilized.  The  second 
group,  having  a  range  of  averages  from  81.1  to  27 
bushels,  includes  New  York  and  most  of  the 
States  north  of  8.5°  to  40°  north  latitude.  Illinois 
falls  into  the  middle  group  by  reason  of  the  de¬ 
structive  droughts  that  have  occurred  since  1880. 
'File  South  has  a  broad  area  in  corn,  and  very  rich 
soil,  though  the  climate  is  more  favorable  to 
growth  of  stalk  than  to  heavy  yields  of  grain. 

The  first  groui)  in  wheat  yields  has  a  range  of 
1(5. t)  to  10.(5  bushels,  and  includes  eleven  States 
and  Territories,  of  which  eight  are  in  the  Rocky 
IMonntains  and  on  the  Pacitic  (loast,  and  three  in 
New  England,  and  represent  comparatively  little 
wheat.  The  high  rate  of  yield  in  one  case  is 
due  to  a  rich  virgin  soil,  and  in  the  other  to 
fertilization  and  cultivation.  'I'he  second  grou]), 
with  a  yield  from  18.(5  to  1,5.!)  bushels,  includes 
the  winter  wheat  States  between  the  lakes  and 
the  Ohio  V'allcy,  and  New  York,  and  also  Dakota 
in  the  spring  wheat  region.  Wisconsin  and 
Nebraska  occupy  a  position  in  the  middle  group, 
and  Iowa  a  still  lowei'  ])lace,  with  10.8  bushels 
as  the  avei-age,  1(5  per  cent,  below  tlie  national 
average.  Wry  large  yields  have  occasionally 


beeii  made  in  the  South,  though  the  (dimate  is  not 
vei'y  favo]-able  to  a  high  rate  of  production.  It 
is  i)ossible,  by  selection  of  localities  and  careful 
husbandry,  to  produce  crops  of  wheat  in  this 
region  above  the  general  average. 

The  averages  in  oats  run  highest  in  the  higher 
latitudes  and  elevations.  'Fhey  range  from  87.8 
to  lo.l  bushels  pel-  acre,  'the  highest  average 
is  in  AVashington,  whi(di  enjoys  a  moist  (diniate 
and  moderately  low  temperature. 

Another  series  of  live  ma2)s  illustrates  the  value 
of  farm  animals — horses,  mihdi  cows,  other  cattle, 
shee])  and  swine,  ddie  State  averages  are  those 
of  ten  annual  estimates,  and  not  foj'  a  single 
year,  ddie  averages  are  those  consolidated  by  the 
Statisti(dan  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture 
from  I'etuiais  of  county  averages,  and  they  re])re- 
sent  the  values  upon  the  farms,  or  the  i)rice  2)aid 
to  farmers  in  the  ^(rimary  markets. 

The  a2)parently  extraordinary  range  of  jjidces 
will  at  once  attract  attention,  but  will  not  excite 
a  sus2)icion  of  inaccurac^y  among  those  acquainted 
with  the  facts.  The  largest  factor  in  difference 
in  value  is  breed;  care  and  feed  are  also  inqx)!-- 
tant  causes  of  difference  in  value;  and  the  dis¬ 
tance  from  market  is  another  consideration  affec¬ 
ting  value. 

The  first  grouj)  in  value  of  horses  covers  a 
small  territoi'y,  the  four  States,  New  .lersey, 
Rhode  Island,  Massachusetts  and  Delaware,  and 
2)resents  a  i-ange  of  })rices  from  $1)(5.21  to  $87.0(5. 
The  second  gronj)  has  a  range  from  $85.!h5  to 
$75.22,  (*om2)rising  eleven  jjolitical  divisions, 
including  New  York  and  Pennsylvania  in  the 
Middle  States,  South  (Carolina  and  (reorgia  in  the 
Cotton  States,  and  Minnesota  and  Dakota  in  the 
Northwest.  'Fhe  first  named  are  in  a  2)opulons 
section,  demanding  fine  stock;  the  next  men¬ 
tioned  are  am2)ly  able  to  ])rodnce  a  suiq)lns,  while 
de])ending  on  Tennessee  and  Kentmdvy  and  other 
States  for  a  large  2)ro2)ortion  of  theii-  domestic 
deficiency;  and  the  last  are  in  an  agi'icultural 
region  of  so  i‘a])id  settlement  as  to  render  ])resent 
ini2)ortation  an  urgent  necessity.  'Fhe  lower 
grou2)s  are  found  in  agricultural  disti-icts  where 
horses  are  raised  for  market  as  well  as  foi'  use 
on  the  fai'ui.  In  these,  the  culling  ])rocess,  foi- 
supplying  the  ret^uirements  of  the  ])rincipal 
mai'kets,  is  contiiiually  reducing  the  value  of  the 
remainder,  the  young  and  the  less  desii'able  of  t  he 
mature  stock.  In  'Pexas  the  lowest  average 


s 


:i|)i)e:u-s  l)ecause  of  the  lar^'e  minibei-  I'ai.sed  and 
the  ])ro|)orti()n  of  small  animals  of  “S])anish”  or 
Mexican  ori^'in.  'hliei’e  are  herds  of  horses  in 
the  Territories  'with  a  large  infusion  of  good 
blood,  whi(di  command  somewhat  higher  i)rices. 

'Phe  extremes  are  great  in  values  of  cattle.  The 
lowest  groii])  rei)resents  Texan  cattle,  which 
came  from  Mexico  originally,  and  from  Spain 
more  remotely — the  longhorn  tribes,  hardy  from 
survival  of  the  strongest,  and  unimproved  through 
generations  of  neglect.  Until  within  lifteen  years 
they  were  the  export  cattle  of  the  United  States, 
going  to  Cuba  and  adjacent  Islands.  They  go 
there  still,  and  five  nearly  represent  the  value  of 
one  fat  shorthorn  sent  to  England.  In  the  more 
distant  Western  States,  the  grazing  region,  the 
average  value  is  lower  than  in  the  States  further 
east  which  bay  two-year-olds  to  feed  and  linish 
for  the  market.  There  ai‘e  various  considerations 
of  breed,  feed  and  distance  from  market,  which 
cause  differences  in  average  values. 

The  value  of  milch  cows  is  indicated  on  a  sepa¬ 
rate  nia]).  Of  course  the  groups  above  the  aver¬ 
age  represent  the  dairy  districts.  In  some  of  the 
Territories,  however,  values  are  high  because  of 
scarcity  and  demand  for  milk  and  butter  in  min¬ 
ing  camps,  as  the  females  of  large  grazing  herds 
are  not  reckoned  as  mihdi  cows. 

The  value  of  shee])  ranges  from  to  $1.34, 

dei)ending  on  In-eed  and  grade,  quality  and  quan¬ 
tity  of  wool,  value  for  meat  ])rodnction  and 
distance  from  nnu-ket.  Every  district  has  its  pe¬ 
culiarities  in  shee])  husbandry,  including  pedi¬ 
gree-stock  growing,  mutton  ])rodncing,  raising 
early  lajnbs,  and  exclusive  wool  growing.  Three- 
fonrths  of  all  are  Merino  breeds  and  theii'  grades; 
the  English  breeds  ai-e  nnmerons  in  some  sections; 
and  grade  iMexicans  are  common  in  the  Southwest. 

The  value  of  swine  has  an  extreme  range, 
according  to  avei-age  age  of  slaughtering,  which 
affects  the  average  of  weight,  as  does  also  the 
amount  and  kind  of  feed  and  length  of  feeding 
season.  AVhere  swine  ai'e  kejit  for  home  use 
mainly,  and  the  market  for  a  ])ossi])le  sni‘])lns  is 
])recarions.  average  prices  ai'e  vei-y  low,  ajid  the 
stock  is  nsnally  slanghtei-ed  at  an  eai-ly  age,  as 
])igs  of  small  average  weight.  In  the  |)o]-k  i)acking 
regions,  on  the  contrai'y,  feeding  is  liberal  and 
weights  ai'e  heavy  while  the  demand  is  sure  and 
the  ])rices  generally  remunerative. 

The  iirojiortion  of  rural  i)o]mlation  is  jii-esented 


in  the  foiu'teenth  nia])  of  the  list.  'Phe  basis  is 
found  in  the  record  of  numbers  in  all  gainful  occn- 
])ations  in  the  United  States,  in  1880,  by  segi-ega- 
ting  all  those  occiqiations  which  in  a  broad  sense 
may  be  deemed  related  to  agriculture.  The  pro- 
l)ortion  was  about  44  jier  cent,  of  all  ennmerated. 
This  was  three  ])er  cent,  less  than  in  1870.  It  is 
])robaI)le  that  a  census  on  the  same  basis,  in  1800, 
will  show  a  slight  further  decrease.  The  highest 
groii])  includes  tho.se  States  having  83  down  to  72 
])er  cent.;  the  lowest  from  15  down  to  9  ])er  cent. 
It  may  be  fairly  assumed  that  this  small  ])ercen- 
tage  of  fai'in  workers  ])rodnce  half  the  sn])])lies 
required  in  their  States,  and  that  25  to  30  ])er 
cent,  of  all  could  feed  liberally  the  entire  ])0])n- 
lation  of  the  country. 

An  illusti'ation  of  the  vai'iation  in  average  val¬ 
ues  of  farm  lands,  showing  a  range  from  $05.1(3  to 
$4.19,  ])lacesnine  States  in  the  highest  groii]),  foin- 
in  the  second  and  seven  in  the  middle  group,  which 
includes  States  with  averages  from  twenty  ])ercent. 
above  to  twenty  ])e]'  cent,  below  the  national  avei'- 
age,  leaving  twenty-six  out  of  foi'ty-six  ])olitical 
divisions  with  very  low  averages,  the  maximum 
being  $14.45.  This  is  based  upon  the  last  Census. 
It  is  ho])ed  that  the  enumeration  of  1890  will  show 
a  material  increase  in  these  low  values,  as  the  re¬ 
sult  of  the  diversitication  of  industry  and  ;i  l)etter 
eni])loynient  of  snrplns  hibor  for  which  there  has 
heretofore  been  no  profitable  use. 

The  last  ma])  of  the  album  series  shows  the 
relative  ])i'o])ortions  of  ])ro])rietors,  tenants  paying 
money  I'ent,  and  tenants  ])aying  a  share  of  ])ro- 
dnce  in  lien  of  rent,  in  the  active  management 
of  farms.  It  shows  that  74.5  ])er  cent,  of  all 
fai'ins  are  cnltivated  by  their  owners.  'Phe  ])i'o- 
])ortio]i  of  share  tenants  is  nominally  17.5  ])er  cent. 
An  examination  of  the  table  reveals  the  fact  that 
they  ai'e  mostly  in  the  Cotton  States.  A  more 
thorough  investigation  ])roves  that  the  freedmen 
occn])ants  are  generally  tenants  in  name  only,  with 
a  pretence  of  inde])endent  occujiancy,  living  not 
on  sejiarate  farms  bnt  on  tem])oi'ary  snbdivisions 
of  land  without  any  substantial  a])]mrtenances  of 
a  farm,  and  without  the  woi'king  ca])ita  1  necessary 
to  habilitate  a  man  as  a  working  farmer.  'Phe  ten¬ 
ants  who  pay  a  money  rent  are  bnt  8  ])er  cent,  of  all. 

'Pile  Album  ot  Agricultural  Statistics  is  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  peoi)le  of  the  United  States  as  an 
aid  to  their  clear  and  instant  a])])reciation  of  some 
of  the  leading  facts  of  American  agricnltnre. 
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States . 

Lands  not 
in  Farms 

Productive 

Lands. 

Woodland 

Unproductive 
farm  area. 

States. 

Lands  not 
in  Farms. 

Productive 

Lands. 

Woodland 

Unproductive 
farm  area. 

PER  CENT 

PER  CENT. 

PER  CENT 

PER  CENT 

PER  CENT 

PER  CENT 

PER  CENT 

PER  CENT 

Alabama 

42.8 

19.4 

31.6 

6,2 

Missouri 

36.6 

38.1 

23.0 

2.3 

ArizoDa 

99.8 

.1 

.0 

.1 

Montana 

99.6 

.3 

.0 

.1 

Arkansas 

64.6 

10.6 

2.3.1 

1.8 

Nebraska 

79.6 

11.3 

.7 

8.4 

California 

83.4 

10.7 

1.7 

4.2 

Nevada 

99.2 

.6 

.0 

.3 

Colorado 

98.2 

.9 

.1 

.8 

New  Hampshire 

35.4 

40.1 

22.5 

2.0 

Connecticut 

20.9 

53.0 

20.8 

5.3 

New  Jersey 

38.6 

43.9 

14.9 

2.6 

27 

Dakota 

96.0 

1.2 

.1 

2.7 

New  Mexico 

99.2 

.3 

.3 

.2 

Delaware 

13.1 

69.6 

22.2 

6.1 

New  York 

22.0 

58.1 

17.0 

2.9 

Dist.  of  Columbia 

52.7 

32.9 

8.7 

6.7 

North  Carolina 

28.1 

20.8 

44.6 

6.6 

Florida 

90.6 

2.7 

6.3 

.5 

Ohio 

6.0 

69.3 

22.9 

1.8 

Georgia 

31.0 

21.7 

40.5 

6.8 

Oregon 

93.0 

3.6 

2.4 

1.0 

Idaho 

99.4 

.4 

.0 

.2 

Pennsylvania 

31.3 

46.6 

20.2 

1.9 

Illinois 

11.6 

72.9 

13.8 

1.7 

Rhode  Island 

26.9 

43.0 

26.3 

4.8 

Indiana 

11.1 

60.7 

25.8 

2.4 

South  Carolina 

30.3 

21.4 

37.6 

10.7 

Iowa 

30.3 

66.0 

7.7 

6.0 

Tennessee 

22.7 

31.8 

42.0 

3.5 

Kansas 

59  0 

20.6 

1.9 

18.6 

Texas 

78.4 

7.6 

9.4 

4.7 

25 

Kentucky 

16.0 

41.9 

39.5 

2.6 

Utah 

98.8 

.8 

.0 

.4 

Louisiana 

71.6 

9.4 

16.7 

3.4 

Vermont 

16.5 

56.2 

25.7 

1.6 

Maine 

65.8 

18.2 

14.0 

2.0 

Virginia 

22.8 

33.1 

35.5 

8.6 

Maryland 

18.9 

63.0 

25.9 

2.2 

Washington 

96.7 

1.2 

1.0 

1.1 

Massachusetts 

34.7 

41.4 

19.5 

4.4 

West  Virginia 

35.4 

24.0 

39.2 

1.4 

Michigan 

62.4 

22.6 

12.1 

2.9 

Wisconsin 

55.9 

26.3 

13.7 

4.1 

Minnesota 

73  6 

14.3 

4.0 

8.1 

Wyoming 

99.8 

.1 

.0 

.1 

Mississippi 

L 

46.6 

17.6 

30.8 

5.1 

Average 

71.1 

16.3 

10.3 

3.3 

^119 

117 

M5 

(13 

III 

109 

107 

105 

TEXAS 
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Percentage  of  nnoccnpied  and  of  Farm  Lands 

COMPRISING  THE 


UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA, 


CftROLlN. 


COLOR  KEY. 


Lanxls  not  in  Farms 


MISSISSIPPI  I 


.ProdnciKc  Lands 


<  \  M'oodUnid 


Unprodu  dive/.  Aren 


EXPLANATION. 


The  semicircles  are  aU  of  the  same  size,  representing  the  superjkial 
area  of  eadh  State  without  reference  to  the  extent  of  such  territoi'y. 
The  single  idea  of  proportion  of  the  entire  land  surface  not  infarms^ 
and  of  the  several  classes  of  farm  lands,  is  alone  considered.  The 
first  division  represents  that  part  of  the  surface  not  included  in  farm 
area;  the  other  divisions  slum  the  proportion  which  is  productive,  the 
woodland.,  and  the  farm  land  which  is  unused  or  unprodutive.  These 
divisions  are  shown  in  distinct  and  separate  colors.  The  States  are 
indicated  by  light  boundary  lines  and  plain  lettering. 
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NEBRASKA 
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KANSAS 


MEX/CO 


TEXAS 


States . 

Tillage. 

Grass 

lands. 

Woodland 

Unproductive. 

States. 

Tillage. 

Grass 

lands. 

Woodland 

Unproductive. 

PER  CENT 

PER  CENT 

PER  CENT 

PER  CENT. 

PER  CENT 

PER  CENT 

PER  CENT 

PER  CENT. 

Alabama 

32.5 

1.3 

55.3 

10.9 

Missouri 

47.4 

12.7 

36.3 

3.6 

Arizona 

36.6 

4.8 

9.9 

48.7 

Montana 

32.9 

31.8 

.9 

34.4 

Arkansas 

28.5 

1.3 

65.2 

5.0 

Nebraska 

47.4 

8.0 

3.3 

41.3 

California 

39.8 

24.5 

10.1 

25.6 

Nevada 

33.4 

31.5 

3.5 

31.6 

Colorado 

23.8 

29.0 

3.8 

43.4 

New  Hampshire 

24.4 

37.7 

34.8 

3.1 

Connecticut 

30.6 

36.3 

26.4 

6.7 

New  Jersey 

61.0 

10.6 

24.1 

4.3 

Dakota 

21.7 

8.6 

2.1 

67.6 

New  Mexico 

30.2 

7.4 

34.7 

27.7 

Delaware 

63.3 

5.2 

25.6 

5.9 

New  York 

62.1 

22.4 

21.9 

3.6 

Dist.  of  Columbia 

67.4 

12.2 

18.3 

12.1 

North  Carolina 

26.6 

2.5 

62.0 

9.0 

Florida 

26.9 

1.8 

66.3 

6.0 

Ohio 

57.6 

16.1 

24,4 

1.9 

Georgia 

29.6 

2.0 

68.6 

9.9 

Oregon 

29.0 

23.2 

33.8 

14.0 

Idaho 

37.0 

23.2 

3.6 

36.2 

Pennsylvania 

58.0 

9.8 

29.4 

2.8 

Illinois 

65.6 

16.8 

15.6 

2.0 

Rhode  Island 

30.3 

27.7 

36.6 

6.6 

Indiana 

56.4 

11.8 

29.1 

2.7 

South  Carolina 

27.8 

2.9 

63.9 

15.4 

Iowa 

63.2 

17.0 

11.2 

8.6 

Tennessee 

37.2 

3.9 

64.4 

4.5 

Kansas 

40.6 

9.6 

4.6 

45.2 

Texas 

21.0 

13.8 

43.7 

21.5 

Kentucky 

38.9 

11.0 

47.0 

3.1 

Utah 

45.5 

18.0 

.3 

36.2 

Louisiana 

30.3 

2.8 

55.1 

11.8 

Vermont 

28.3 

39.0 

30.8 

1.9 

Maine 

28.5 

24.7 

40.9 

5.9 

Virginia 

37.1 

6.8 

46.0 

11.1 

Maryland 

60.3 

5.0 

31.9 

2.8 

Washington 

23.0 

11.4 

31.0 

34.6 

Massachusetts 

26.4 

37.0 

29.9 

6.7 

West  Virginia 

22.7 

14.6 

60.6 

2.2 

Michigan 

52.7 

7.4 

32.2 

7.7 

Wisconsin 

47.7 

12.0 

31.0 

9.3 

Minnesota 

41.2 

12.9 

15.1 

30.8 

Wyoming 

19.4 

47.4 

.4 

32.8 

Mississippi 

31.1 

1.8 

57.7 

9.4 

Average 

4176' 

■ir.6‘ 

36.6 

lO' 
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Pereentage  of  each  Grand  Division 

OF* 


UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA. 


rIS\N'P' 


COLOR  KEY. 


MISSISSIPPI  I 


Tillage.  Laiuls 


Grass  Zands 


Unodlajid 


UnpTodzirtive.Z  amis 


EXPLANATION. 


The  semicircles  are  all  of  the  same  size,  representifhg  the  farm  lands 
of  each  State  without  reference  to  relative  area  occupied.  The  single 
idea  of  proportion  of  the  total  area  occupied  by  each  general  dimmn 
is  alone  considered.  The  purpose  is  to  present  to  the  eye  the  per¬ 
centage  of  arable  lands  in  each  State,  of  grass  lands,  of  woodland, 
and  of  the  area  unused  or  unproductive.  These  divisions  one  shown 
in  distinct  and  separate  colors.  The  States  are  indicated  by  Ught 
boundary  lines  and  plain  lettering. 
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1 

tOI  99  ] 


DA  KOTA 
8 


NEBRASKA 

84: 


KANSAS 

113 


115 


109 


107 
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125 


123 


105 


ID  A 


'^vom/ng 
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^  0  N  A 
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States. 

! 

! 

Acres 
of  corn 
1888. 

Acres  of  corn 
to  each  1,000 
acres  of  total 
land  surface. 

States. 

Acres 
of  corn 
1888. 

Acres  of  corn 
to  each  1,000 
acres  of  total 
land  surface. 

1 

Alabama 

2,480,475 

75 

Missouri 

6,534,921 

149 

1  Arkansas 

2,130,399 

63 

Nebraska 

4,097,067 

84 

California 

165,184 

2 

N’w  Hampshire 

37,421 

6 

Colorado 

34,391 

1 

New  Jersey 

350,336 

73 

Connecticut 

56,977 

18 

New  Mexico 

63,609 

1 

Dakota 

7.37,899 

8 

New  York 

705,859 

23 

Delaware 

220,927 

176 

North  Carolina 

2,673,910 

86 

Florida 

463,392 

13 

Ohio 

2,862,080 

110 

Georgia 

2,923,885 

77 

Oregon 

7,140 

1— 

Illinois 

7,788,790 

217 

Pennsylvania 

1,397,350 

49 

Indiana 

3,605,694 

157 

Rhode  Island 

12,558 

18 

lovra 

7,771,840 

219 

South  Carolina 

1,576,388 

82 

Kansas 

5,924,566 

113 

Tennessee 

3,637,762 

136 

Kentucky 

3,160,668 

123 

Texas 

4,814,363 

29 

Louisiana 

1,031,263 

36 

Utah 

33,600 

1 

Maine 

30,878 

2 

Vermont 

61,470 

11 

1  Maryland 

740,645 

117 

Virginia 

2,131,696 

83 

I  Massachusetts 

59,397 

12 

Washington 

6,100 

1— 

1  Michigau 

967,513 

26 

West  Virginia 

678,518 

43 

!  Minnesota 

703,837 

14 

Wisconsin 

1,069,717 

31 

Mississippi 

1,93.3,477 

65 

1 

Total 

76,672,763 

41 
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107 


105 


103 
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TEXAS 
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KENTU 


CAROLINA 


ACRESGE  IN  CORN 

per  1000  acres  of  superficial  area. 


States  arranged  in  groups  in  relation  to  general  average* 
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EXPLAl^ATIOIf^. 


COLOR  KEV. 

Acres  per  1000  Tints. 


101  and  over 


from  71  to  100. 


north  CAROLINA 


States. 


This  map  is  intended  to  show  the  proportion  of  the  superficial  area 
of  each  State  of  the  United  States  which  is  cultivated  in  corn;  the 
acreage  seeded  in  this  cereal  for  every  thousand  acres  of  the  superfi¬ 
cial  area.  The  States  are  placed  in  five  groups,  each  distmguish- 
ed  by  separate  tints  or  degrees  of  intensity  in  color,  those  having  the 
largest  proportion  of  the  total  area  in  solid  color,  the  other  groups 
relieved  by  gradation  indicated  both  by  tint  and  mechanical  d/ra/wing, 
thus  employing  both  form  and  color  to  aid  the  eye  in  distinguishing  the 
groups.  The  figures  printed  in  the  center  of  each  State  show  the 
number  of  acres  in  this  grain  for  every  thousand  acres  of  superficial 
area.  The  general  average  of  the  United  States  is  41  to  every  1000 
acres.  


t.<  from  41  to  70. 


from  n  to  40 . 


10  and  under. 


United  Slates  Average=4i  per  1000  acres. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


103  101 


27! 


25 


— - — 

States. 

Acres 
of  wheat 
1888. 

Acres  of  wheat 
to  each  1,000 
acres  of  total 
land  surface. 

States. 

Acres 
of  wheat 
1888. 

Acres  of  wheat 
to  each  1,000 
acres  of  total 
land  surface. 

Alabama 

420,443 

13 

Montana 

121,265 

1 

Arizona 

24,1)95 

1— 

Nebraska 

1,560,021 

32 

.Arkansas 

233,071 

7 

Nevada 

12,500 

1  — 

California 

2,351,300 

24 

N’w  Hampshire 

10,380 

2 

Colorado 

134,074 

2 

New  Jersey 

141,652 

30 

Connecticut 

2,149 

1 

New  Mexico 

82,186 

1 

Dakota 

3,021,269 

4L 

New  York 

660,214 

22 

Delaware 

94,790 

76 

North  Carolina 

710,268 

23 

Georgia 

374,452 

10 

Ohio 

2,657,884 

102 

Idaho 

76,818 

1 

Oregon 

892,425 

15 

Illinois 

2,449,343 

68 

Pennsylvania 

1,392,728 

48 

Indiana 

z, 774, 062 

121 

South  Carolina 

194,563 

10 

Iowa 

2,468,982 

70 

Tennessee 

1,211,394 

46 

Kansas 

1,050,(KJO 

20 

Texas 

572,226 

3 

Kentucky 

1,013,228 

40 

Utah 

119,299 

2 

Maine 

40,644 

2 

Vermont 

20,710 

4 

Maryland 

557,208 

88 

Virginia 

623,121 

24 

Michigan 

1,645,762 

45 

Washington 

486,791 

11 

Minnesota 

3,097,910 

61 

West  Virginia 

305,199 

19 

Mississippi 

84,375 

3 

Wisconsin 

1,204,798 

35 

Missouri 

1,541 ,343 

35 

Total 

37,336,138 

20 

119 


(13 


109 


107 


ALBUM  OF  AGRICULTURAL  STATISTICS. 


93  9 1 


89  87 


7  3 


ffiCREflGE  IN  WHEST 

per  1000  acres  of  superficial  area. 


States  arranged  in  groups  in  relation  to  general  average 


nnesota 

61 


1 

I 

\ 

MISSOURI  ) 

\ 

\ 

1 

1 

I 

1 

1 

t 

1 

35 

1 

\ 

ARKANSAS 

7 


LOUISIANA 


EXP  LAN  A  TION. 


Thin  map  in  intended  to  nhmc  the  proportion  of  the  nuperjkial  area 
of  each  State  of  the  United  Staten  which  in  culiwated  in  wheat ;  the 
acreage  needed  in  thin  cereal  for  every  than, sand  acres  of  the  nuperji- 
cial  area  The  Staten  are  placed  in  five  grovpn.  each  dintingninh- 
ed  by  neparate  tintn  or  degreen  of  intennity  in  color,  thone  having  the 
largest  proportion  of  the  total  area  in  solid  color,  the  other  groups 
relieved  by  gradation  indicated  both  by  tint  and  mechanical  drawing, 
thus  employing  both  form  and  color  to  aid  the  eye  in  distinguishing  the 
groups.  The  figures  printed  in  the  center  of  each  State  show  the 
number  of  acres  in  thin  grain  for  every  thousand  acres  of  superficial 
area.  The  general  average  of  the  United  States  is  20  to  every  1000 
acres. 
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COLOR  KEY. 

Acres  per  looo 


TinXs.  States. 


61  and  over. 


0;  [ 

•00 

2<  from  30  to  21. 


from  20  to  11 


10  and  under. 


31 


-  27 


United  States  Average  =  20  per  1000  acres. 
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NEBRASKA 


1 

1 

J 

1 

1 

1 

21 

Colorado 

1 

1 

1 

» 

1 

1 

t 

1 

1 

1 

KANSAS 

J 

1 

32 

NEW  MEXICO 


INDIAN  1 


29 


27 


25 


States. 

Acres 
of  oats 
1888. 

Acres  of  oats 
to  each  1,000 
acres  of  total 
land  surface. 

States. 

Acres 
of  oats 
1888. 

 f 

Acres  of  oats 
to  each  1,000 
acres  of  total 
land  surface. 

Alabama 

417,880 

13 

Montana 

61,384 

1 

Arkansas 

285,273 

8 

Nebraska 

1,014,606 

21 

California 

73,760 

1 

Nevada 

8,094 

1— 

Colorado 

60,740 

1 

N’w  Hampshire 

34,086 

6 

Connecticut 

39,811 

13 

New  Jersey 

140  218 

29 

Dakota 

1,258,008 

13 

New  Mexico 

16,697 

1  — 

Delaware 

21,839 

17 

New  York 

1,398,967 

46 

Florida 

63,021 

2 

North  Carolina 

660,667 

21 

Georgia 

618,687 

16 

Ohio 

1,063,476 

41 

Idaho 

34,684 

1 

Oregon 

209,278 

3 

Illinois 

3,838,000 

107 

Pennsylvania 

1,330,234 

46 

Indiana 

1,076,320 

47 

Rhode  Island 

6,353 

9 

Iowa 

2,560,683 

72 

South  Carolina 

397,198 

21 

Kaneas 

1,885,926 

32 

Tennessee 

677,340 

25 

Kentucky 

491,490 

19 

Texas 

609,645 

4 

Louisiana 

41,284 

1 

Utah 

36,690 

1 

Maine 

96,933 

5 

Vermont 

108,800 

19 

Maryland 

118,976 

19 

Virginia 

659,192 

26 

Massachusetts 

26,000 

5 

Washington 

94,687 

2 

Michigan 

803,260 

22 

West  Virginia 

146,061 

9 

Minnesota 

1,517,076 

30 

Wisconsin 

1,464,702 

42 

Mississippi 

366,722 

12 

Wyoming 

3,388 

1— 

Missouri 

1,386,281 

31 

Total 

26,998,282 

16 

[U= 


113 


III 


sr  1000  acres  of  superficial  area, 


‘  States  9X^gei  in  groups  in  relation  to  general  average 


JLiO^CiGD  J>; 


KENTU 


CftROUNft 


SOUTH  ceRO'-'N 


This  map  is  intended  to  sTme  the  proportion  of  the  superjkml  area 
of  each  State  of  the  United  States  which  is  cultivated  in  oats ;  the 
acreage  seeded  in  this  cereal  for  every  thousand  acres  of  the  superfi¬ 
cial  area-  The  States  are  placed  in  five  groups,  each  distinguish¬ 
ed  by  separate  tints  or  degrees  of  intensity  in  color,  those  having  the 
largest  proportion  of  the  total  area  in  solid  color,  the  other  groups 
rdieved  by  gradation  indicated  both  by  tint  and  mechanical  draming, 
thus  employing  both  form  and  color  to  aid  the  eye  in  distinguishing  the- 
groups.  The  figures  printed  in  the  center  of  each  State  show  the 
number  of  acres  iii  this  grain  for  every  thousand  acres  of  superficial 
area.  The  general  average  of  the  United  States  is  15  to  every  1000 
acres. 
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87 
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101  9S 


DA  KOTA 

+  13.6% 


NEBRASKA 

+  35.1  % 


States. 


Alabama 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Dakota 

Delaware 

Florida 

Georgia 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

~~I9 


127 


125 


Average 

Yield. 


12.5 
20.9 
20.2 

28.6 

27.7 

29.7 
27.5 

20.8 
9.4 

10.4 

23.2 

26.3 

29.3 

30.2 

28.3 
23.8 


117 


Relation 
to  U. S. 
Average. 

—48.3 
—13.6 
—16.5 
+  17.8 
+  14.5 
+22.7 
+  13.6 
—14.0 
—61.2 
—.57.0 

—  4.1 
+  8.7 
+21.1 
+  24.8 
+  16.9 

—  1.7 


States. 


Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New  Hampshire 
New  Jersey 
New  Mexico 
New  York 
North  Carolina 


115 


Average 

Yield. 

Relation 
to  U.  S. 
Average. 

States. 

Average 

Yield. 

16.3 

—32.6 

Ohio 

31.7 

33.9 

4-40.1 

Oregon 

26.0 

25.0 

+  3.3 

Pennsylvania 

31.7 

32  A 

+32.6 

Rhode  Island 

30.3 

30.9 

+27.7 

South  Carolina 

9.0 

30.8 

+27.3 

Tennessee 

20.6 

14.2 

—41.3 

Texas 

18.0 

27.0 

+  11.6 

Utah 

22.5 

26.2 

+  8.3 

Vermont 

34.3 

32.7 

+35.1 

Virginia 

17.1 

24.0 

+  1.7 

Washington 

25.7 

34.1 

+40.9 

West  Virginia 

24.2 

31.1 

20.1 
30.5 
12.7 

+28.5 

Wisconsin 

29.1 

—16.9 

+26.0 

—47.5 

Average 

24.2 

113  111  109 


99 


123 


^  H  0 


109 


107 


105 


+  8.3  % 


/ 


WVOMlNc 


'JTA  H 

~  •  o  % 


Colorado 

'+1+.5  % 


'13.6  % 


/ 

I 

I 

-r- 


MEXICO 

-  16.9  % 


107  105  103 


TEXAS 
-  25.6  % 


Relation 
to  U.  S. 
Average. 

+31.0 
+  7.4 
+31.0 
+25.2 
—62.8 
—14.9 
—25.6 
—  7.0 
+41.7 
—29.3 
+  6.2 
00.0 
+  20.2 
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SCALE 


J  \ 

x/Terences,  , 

^  ^vep(tgeS 

)0  IgufAcZ?  ^S.‘^ 


SOUTH  CAROUNA 


93 

91 

83 

87 

8  5 

83 

8  1 

7  9 

77 

75 

73 

7 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

\ 

YIELD  OF  CORN  PER  ACRE, 


Differences  of  State  averages  in  relation  to  general  average 
of  ten  annual  crops. 


+  Z6 


A  I  N  N  ES  OTA 
+  27.  3  % 


)RY 


WISCONSIN 

+  20.2  °/o 


NE'NVO' 

o“/o 


MISSOURI 

+  11.6% 


ARKANSAS 

-16.5  % 


LOUISIANA 

—  32.6  °/o 


KENTUC 

-  1.7  °/o 


TENNESSEE 

1+.9  T" 


MISSISSIPPI 

—  41.  3  % 


pennsvlv 

3T.0  > 


virgin'^ 

.19.3^ 


north  CAROLINA 

_  47 . 5  % 


e  eorgi  A 

-  67. 0  % 


ALABAMA 

-48.3  "/o 


-24.2 


EXP  LAN  A  TION. 


In  this  ma/p  the  differences  of  State  averages  of  yield  of  Corni 
from  the  average  of  the  United  States  for  ten  years  past,  are 
expressed  in  percentages  above  or  below  that  general  average,  the  plus 
or  minus  sign  being  prejkced  to  the  percentage  of  each  State  to 
distinguish  the  two  classes  of  percentages.  The  States  are  placed 
in  five  groups,  each  distinguished  by  separate  tints,  each  including 
a  certain  range  of  average  yields,  and  also  similar  gradations 
by  percentage  above  and  below  the  general  average  for  corn, 
which,  is  24.2  bushels.  It  is  easy  to  see  the  relative  position  of 
States  in  rate  of  production  per  acre,  first  by  the  color  gradations , 
and  more  exactly  by  the  figures  printed  in  the  centre  of  each  State. 


COLOR  KEY. 

Jirtts .  .States. 


Differences  NfelcL 
-1-31  and  over 


31.7  to  34.3 


from  + 11  to  +30 


27  O  to  31.1 


<11) 

2.J  ffom+  10  to-io 

II 


26.3  to  22  5 


from  — 11  to— 30 


20. 9  to  17  1 


16.3  to  9.0 


—  31  and  under 

United  States  Average  =  24.2  bushels  per  acre 


95 


87 
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TEXAS 

—  17.±^o 


27 


25 


States. 

Average 

Yield. 

Relation 
to  U. S. 
Average. 

States. 

Average 

Yield. 

Relation 
to  U.  S. 
Average. 

States. 

Average 

Yield. 

Relation 
to  U.  S. 
Average. 

Alabama 

C.2 

—49.6 

Kentucky 

9.6 

—22.8 

North  Carolina 

6.2 

—49.6 

Arizona 

13.7 

-f-11.4 

Maine 

13.7 

-1-11.4 

Ohio 

14.6 

+18.7 

Arkansas 

7.2 

-41.5 

Maryland 

12.4 

+  .8 

Oregon 

16.6 

+35.0 

California 

13.0 

+  6.7 

Massachusetts 

16  9 

+37.4 

Pennsylvania 

13.1 

-f-  6.5 

Colorado 

19.0 

+59.3 

Michigan 

15.9 

-1-29.3 

South  Carolina 

6.0 

—51.2 

Connecticut 

16.7 

+35.8 

Minnesota 

12.6 

+  2.4 

Tennessee 

6.4 

—48.0 

Dakota 

13.0 

+10.6 

Mississippi 

6.8 

—52.8 

Texas 

10.2 

—17.1 

Delaware 

11.7 

—  4.9 

Missouri 

11.7 

—  4.9 

Utah 

17.8 

+44.7 

Florida 

4.7 

— 

Montana 

17.8 

+44.7 

Vermont 

16.7 

4-35.8 

Georgia 

6.5 

—47.2 

Nebraska 

11.3 

—  8.1 

Virginia 

8.1 

—34.1 

Idaho 

17.1 

-1-39.0 

Nevada 

17.8 

+44.7 

Washington 

16.7 

+35.8 

Illinois 

13  7 

+  11.4 

New  Hampshire 

13.9 

-i-13.0 

West  Virginia 

10.6 

—13.8 

Indiana 

14.1 

+14.6 

New  Jersey 

13.2 

+  7.3 

Wisconsin 

12.0 

—  2.4 

Iowa 

10.3 

—10.3 

New  Mexico 

13.5 

+  9.8 

W.voming 

18.0 

4-46,3 

Kan^^as 

13.3 

-f  8.1 

New  York 

15.3 

+24.4 

Average 

12.3 

US 


(13 


1(1 


109 


105 


ALBUM  OF  AGRICULTURAL  STATISTICS 


YIELD  OF  WHEAT  PER  ACRE 


Differences  of  State  averages  in  relation  to  general  average 
of  ten  annual  crops. 


MINNESOTA 


WISCONSIN 


MICHIGAN 


7  \  ' 

SCALE 


Stale  \ 

C  ,  \ 

Average^-^ 
Bushels  24.6 


1  0  W  A 


+  60^ 


-|'40_ 


I  ULI  N  0  I  S 


I  INDIAN^ 


MISSOURI 


KENTUCKY 

_  22.8  70 


SOOT" 


ARKANSAS 


Kill',- .  S'tdles. 


Yield 


EORG'A 


Differriucs 


ALABAMA 

—  49 . 6  7q 


MISSISSIPPI  I 


+  3J  and  over 


16.6  to  1.9.6 


LOUISIANA 


13.6  to  15.9 


from  9-11  to  -9  30 


a.S  to  11.  .5 


f'rom+10  to- 10 


FLORIDA 


JfJXFZAJVATIOJV. 


from— 11  to-.90 


In  this  map  the  differences  of  State  averages  of  yield  of  Wheat, 
from  the  average  of  the  United  States  for  ten  years  past,  are 
expressed  in  percentages  above  or  beloso  that  general  average,  the  plus 
or  minus  sign  being  prefixed  to  the  percentage  of  each  State  to 
distinguish  the  two  classes  of  percentages.  1  he  States  are  placed 
in,  five  groups,  each  distinguiUied  by  separate  tints,  each  including 
a  certain  range  of  average  yields,  and  also  similar  graxlations 
by  percentarje  above  and  below  the  general  average  for  wheat, 
which  is  12.8  bushels.  It  is  easy  to  see  the  relative  position  of 
States  in  rate  of  production  per  acre,  first  by  the  color  gradatwns, 
and  more  exactly  by  the  figures  printed  in  the  centre  of  each  State. 


31  and  under 


United  Stales  Avcrage=  12.3  bii.shel.s  per  acre 
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States. 

Relation 

Average 

Yield. 

Relation 

Average 

Yield. 

Relation 

Yield. 

to  U.  S. 
Average. 

States. 

to  U.  S. 
Average. 

States. 

to  U.  S. 
Average. 

Alabama 

11.4 

—57.8 

Louisiana 

13.0 

—61.9 

Ohio 

31.2 

+16.6 

Arizona 

25.0 

—  7.4 

Maine 

28.1 

+  4.1 

Oregon 

29.1 

+  7.8 

Arkansas 

17.2 

—36.3 

Maryland 

20.7 

—23.3 

Pennsylvania 

29.0 

+  7.4 

California 

28.2 

+  4.4 

Massachusetts 

30.4 

+  12.6 

Rhode  Island 

27.7 

+  2.6 

Colorado 

31.7 

+17.4 

Michigan 

32.0 

+18.6 

South  Carolina 

10  6 

—60.7 

Connecticut 

28.2 

+  4.4 

Minnesota 

34.3 

+27.0 

Tennessee 

14.2 

—47.4 

Dakota 

31.5 

+16.7 

Mississippi 

11.2 

—58  5 

Texas 

24.3 

—10.0 

Delaware 

22.1 

—18.1 

Missouri 

26.4 

—  2.2 

Utah 

26.3 

—  2.6 

Florida 

10.3 

—61.9 

Montana 

.34.2 

+26,7 

Vermont 

33.2 

+23.0 

Georgia 

10.4 

—61.6 

Nebraska 

30.4 

+  12.6 

Virginia 

12.0 

—55.6 

Idaho 

32.1 

+  18.9 

Nevada 

30.4 

+12,6 

Washington 

37.3 

+38.1 

Illinois 

33.4 

+23.7 

New  Hampshire 

33.6 

+24.1 

West  Virginia 

19.1 

—29.3 

Indiana 

27.7 

+  2.6 

New  Jersey 

28.2 

+  4.4 

Wisconsin 

31.2 

+15.6 

Iowa 

33.0 

+22.2 

New  Mexico 

22.6 

—16.3 

Wyoming 

30.2 

+11.9 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

29.3 

18.8 

+  8.5 
—30.4 

New  York 

North  Carolina 

29.4 

10.1 

+  8.9 
—62.6 

Average 

27.0 

115 


{13 


107 


103 
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State  \ 
Biish^  54.0 


CftROUN'' 


SOUTH  CAROUN 


87 


EXPLANATION^. 

In  this  map  the  differences  of  State  averages  of  yield  of  Oats, 
from  the  average  of  the  United  States  for  ten  years  past,  are 
expressed  in  percentages  above  or  below  that  general  average,  the  plus 
or  minus  sign  being  prefixed  to  the  percentage  of  each  State  to 
distinguish  the  two  classes  of  percentages.  The  States  are  placed 
in  five  groups,  each  distinguished  by  separate  tints,  each  including 
a  certain  range  of  average  yields,  and  also  simitar  gradations 
by  percentage  above  and  below  the  general  average  for  oats, 
which  is  27  bushels.  It  is  easy  to  see  the  relative  position  of 
States  in  rate  of  production  per  acre,  first  by  the  color  gradations, 
and  more  exactly  by  the  figures  print^  in  the  centre  of  each  State. 


YIELD  OF  OUTS  PER  SORE. 


Differences  of  State  averages  in  relation  to  general  average 
of  ten  annual  crops. 


95 


from— it  to— 30 


—  31  and  under 


22.6  to  is.i 


United  States  Average  =  27  bushels  per  acre 


75 
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107 


13 


115 


123 


127 


125 


~^7.o% 


wvomjng 

-28.2% 


7S. 


‘'^0, 

7% 


R  t\i 


1% 


‘^Tah 

"32,9  % 


COLORADO 

"s.a  % 


r—- 


'^^IZONA 

"^0.1% 


MEXICO 

-  42.  4  % 


States. 

Value 

perhead 

Relation 
to  U.  S. 
Average. 

States. 

Value 

perhead 

Relation 
to  U.  S. 
Average. 

c,,*..  !  Value 

States.  iperhead 

Relation 
to  U.  S. 
Average. 

Alabama 

Dollars 

07.85 

+  2.6 

Louisiana 

Dollars 

55.86 

—15.6 

Ohio 

Dollars 

71.52 

+  8.2 

Arizona 

52.82 

—20.1 

Maine 

76.39 

+  15.5 

Oregon 

54.54 

—17.6 

Arkansas 

.54.09 

—18.2 

Maryland 

77.03 

+16.5 

Pennsylvania 

84.41 

+27.7 

California 

56.14 

—15.1 

Massachusetts 

93  06 

+40.8 

Rhode  Island 

94.30 

+42.6 

Colorado 

.59.57 

—  9.9 

Michigan 

80.99 

+22  5 

South  Carolina 

86  34 

+29.1 

Connecticut 

81.23 

+22.9 

Minnesota 

75.82 

+14.7 

Tennessee 

60.43 

—  8.6 

Dakota 

7G.49 

+16.7 

Mississippi 

69.33 

+  4.9 

Texas 

32  17 

—51.3 

Delaware 

87.0G 

+31.7 

Missouri 

53.56 

—  19.0 

Utah 

44.38 

—32.9 

Florida 

75.22 

+13.8 

Montana 

54.89 

—17.0 

Vermont 

72.96 

+  10.3 

Georgia 

75.98 

+14.9 

Nebraska 

72.92 

+10.3 

Virginia 

66.04 

—  .1 

Idaho 

54.74 

—17.2 

Nevada 

55.76 

—15.7 

Washington 

64.65 

—  2.2 

Illinois 

67  11 

+  1.5 

New  Hampshire 

72.41 

+  9.5 

West  Virginia 

59.97 

—  9.3 

Indiana 

67.12 

+  1.5 

New  .Jersey 

96.21 

+45.5 

Wisconsin 

72.18 

+  9.2 

Iowa 

68.07 

+  3.0 

New  Mexico 

38.08 

—42.4 

Wyoming 

47.49 

—28.2 

Kansas 

63.82 

—  3.5 

New  York 

85.96 

+30.U 

Average 

66.11 

Kentucky 

61.26 

—  7.3 

1  North  Carolina 

69.93 

+  6.8 

109 
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MERflGE  YfiLUE  OF  HORSES 


of  the  United  States, 


Differences  of  State  averages  in  relation  to  general  average, 


min  NESOTA 


WISCONSIN 

+  9.2  °/0 


MICHIGAN 


Slate  \ 

\ 

Avcrac}es 

$1.22. 

<"  il _ 130 


lifferenccs 


I  0  W  A 


1  lli  N  0  I  s 


'  I  N  0  1  A  M  A 


+  40_ 
4  30_ 
+  20_ 


MISSOURI 

-  19.0  7o 


mtu  c 


CAROLINA 


TENNESSEE 

—  8.S7o 


roRY 


SOUTH  CAROUN 


ARKANSAS 


gORG' A 


DirffTCiiccs .  Rfuige  oi  I  c^hic.  Rn/.s.  States. 


ALABAMA 

+  2.6% 


MISSISSIPPI  I 


S87.0fit0$:)B.21 


+  31  and  over 


LOUISIANA 


from +  11  to  +30 


IroTti  + 10  to  —  to 


Aflor'DA 

\\  +13.8% 


$.16.1+10  $41.4!) 


jS4+.3H  to  S.l: 


stand  under 


I'^niled  .Stale.sAveragc=S66  ii  per  head 


EXPLANATION. 

■  ■  1 

k 

In  this  map  the  differences  of  State  anerages  of  value  of  horses, 
from  the  average  of  the  United  States  for  ten  years  past,  are 
expressed  in  percentaojes  above  or  below  that  general  average,  the  plus 
or  minus  sign  being  prefixed  to  the  percentage  of  each  State  to 
distingxdsh  the  two  classes  of  percentages ,  The  States  are  placed 
in  five  groups,  each  class  distinguished  by  sepa/rate  tints,  each 
inchiding  a  certain  range  of  average  values,  and  of  percentage 
above  os-  below  the  general  average,  which  is  $66.11.  These  dif¬ 
ferences  of  value  are  due  to  differences  of  breed,  distance  from 
market,  proportions  of  yeneng  and  mature  animals  respectively  in 
pastoral  and  manufacturing  States  and  other  local  causes  affect¬ 
ing  values. 
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123 


05 


109 


105 


101 


+  18.S% 


'•  s  %. 


'DOMING 

'*-18.1% 


DAKOTA 

+  18.0  % 


I 

I 

I 


'*■^3.0% 


NEBRASKA 
—  21.8  ?• 


'^'V/A 


Utah 

+  <^.0% 


‘Colorado 


KANSAS 

+  15.  S  % 


^  R  I  Z 


On  A 

8-8% 


new  Mexico 

—  10.  S  % 


INDIAN  T 


TEXAS 
—  38  6% 


:l  27 

States. 

Value, 
per  head 

Relation 
to  U. S. 
Average. 

States. 

Value 
per head 

Relation 
to  U.  S. 
Average. 

States. 

Value 
per  head 

Relation 
to  U.  S. 
Average. 

Dollars 

Dollars 

Dollars 

1 

Alabama 

9.07 

—51.3 

Louisiana 

11.50 

—42.1 

Ohio 

.  26.66 

+34.2 

y 

Arizona 

19.31 

—  2.8 

Maine 

27.22 

+.37.0 

Oregon 

21.63 

+  8.9 

Arkansas 

11.29 

^3.2 

Maryland 

23.65 

+19.0 

Pennsylvania 

27.23 

+37,0 

b 

California 

22.90 

d-15.2 

Massachusetts 

34  76 

+74.9 

Rhode'  Island 

32  82 

+65.2 

Colorado 

21.36 

+22.6 

Michigan 

25.76 

+29.6 

South  Carolina 

10  93 

—45.0 

K 

Connecticut 

31.83 

+60.2 

Minnesota 

21.96 

+  10.5 

Tennessee 

13.48 

—32.2 

s 

Dakota 

23.64 

+  19  0 

Mississippi 

9.66 

—51.4 

Texas 

12  20 

—38.6 

25 

Delaware 

26  87 

+35.2 

Mis.souri 

19.32 

—  2.8 

Utah 

20.67 

+  4.0 

Florida 

8.27 

—58.4 

Montana 

23.55 

+18.5 

Vermont 

26.97 

+35.7 

1 

Georgia 

9.92 

—50.1 

Nebraska 

24.20 

+21.8 

Virginia 

18.08 

—  9,0 

Idaho 

22.58 

+13.6 

Nevada 

22.46 

+  13.0 

Washington 

24.90 

+25.3 

Illinois 

24.78 

+24.7 

New  Hampshire 

.30.46 

+53.3 

West  Virginia 

21.10 

+  6.2 

JJ 

Indiana 

23  28 

+  17.2 

New  Jersey 

32.57 

+63.9 

Wisconsin 

22.64 

+  13.9 

3 

Iowa 

22.81 

+14.8 

New  Mexico 

17.78 

—10.5 

Wyoming 

23.46 

+  18.1 

l\ 

U 

Kentucky 

22.66 

+15.5 
+  13.6 

New  York 

North  Carolina 

.31.48 

10.03 

+58  4 
-^9.5 

Average 

19.87 

t] 

^ - 

119 

V  i  e~.-. 

117 

115 

[I3 

M 

109 

!C 

105 
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ALBUM  OF  AGRICULTURAL  STATISTICS. 


flYERRGE  YRLUE  OF  CmiE 


of  the  United  States,  (exclusive  of  milch  cows.) 


Differences  of  State  averages  in  relation  to  general  average 


MINNESOTA 


-I- 10.  s  % 


WISCONSIN 

+  13.9  7o 


MICHIGAN 


SCALE 


Stxtte  \ 
Averages  ^ 

.  $39.74 


IOWA 


+  70_ 
4  GO 


ILLINOIS 
+  24..7  70 


I  iNOl^NA 

I  +  17..  2  7° 


gin 


MISSOURI 

-2.6  7o 


HENTUCRV 

+  13. s  70 


CAROUlNft 


SOUTH  CAROLIN 

..45.0  7“ 


ARKANSAS 


eors’^ 


DiMrences.  Range  of  Vobie.  TuUs.  Slates. 


ALABAMA 


MISSISSIPPI  I 


'S26.66  to  S;i4.76 


+  31  and  over 


LOUISIANA 
—  42.1  7o 


S22.+itoSl>S.7B 


from  + 11  to  +30 


from  + 10  to  —  to 


M  FLORID'^ 


exfla:nation. 


IVom— 11  to  —30 


In  this  map  the  differences  of  State  averages  of  value  of  cattle 
{exclusive  of  milch  cows),  from  the  average  of  the  United  States 
for  ten  years  past,  are  expressed  in  percentages  above  or  below  that 
general  average,  the  plus  or  minus  sign  being  preffced  to  the  per¬ 
centage  of  each  State  to  distinguish  the  two  classes  of  percentages. 
The  States  are  placed  in  five  groups,  each  class  distinguished  by 
separate  tints,  each  including  a  certain  range  of  average  values, 
and  of  percentages  above  or  below  the  general  average  which 
is  $19.87. 


31  and  under  jtSn.is  to  $8.27 
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States. 


Alabama 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Dakota 

Delaware 

Florida 

Georgia 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 


Value 
per  head. 


Dollars. 

15.14 

30.12 
17.29 

32.49 

39.12 
32.2G 
27.77 
29.87 
13.47 
16.63 

34.50 
30.03 
28.67 
27.33 
27.36 
27.35 


IIS 


117 


Relation 
toU.  S. 
Average. 

States. 

Value 
per head 

-42.9 

Louisiana 

Dollars. 

17.97 

+13.5 

Maine 

28.29 

—34.8 

Maryland 

29.97 

+22.5 

Massachusetts 

34.96 

+47.5 

Michigan 

30.80 

Minnesota 

25.95 

+  4.7 

Mississippi 

15.40 

+12.6 

Missouri 

23.08 

—49.2 

Montana 

35.65 

—37.7 

Nebraska 

28.51 

+30.0 

Nevada 

37.21 

+  13.2 

New  Hampshire 

29.45 

+  8.1 

New  Jersey 

36.39 

+  3.0 

New  Mexico 

27.61 

+  3.1 

New  York 

30,97 

+  3.1 

North  Carolina 

16.20 

116 


113 


Relation 
to  U.  S. 
Average. 

1 

States. 

Value 
per  head 

—32.3 

Ohio 

Dollars. 

30.77 

+  6.6 

Oregon 

25.13 

+13.0 

Pennsylvania 

29.90 

+.31.7 

Rhode  Island 

33.70 

+16.1 

South  Carolina 

17.90 

—  2.2 

Tennessee 

20.04 

—42.0 

Texas 

18.36 

—13.0 

Utah 

30.37 

+34.4 

Vermont 

27.25 

+  7.5 

Virginia 

21.15 

+40.3 

Washington 

33.31 

+11.0 

West  Virginia 

25.86 

+37.2 

Wisconsin 

26.65 

+  4.1 
+  16.7 
—38.9 

Wyoming 

33.50 

Average 

26.53 

109 


+16.0 

—  5.3 
+12.7 
+27.0 
—32.5 
—24.5 
—30.8 
+  14.5 
+  2.7 
—20.3 
+25.6 

—  2.5 
+  .5 
+26.3 


ALBUM  OF  AGRICULTURAL  STATISTICS. 


in  the  United  States 


Differences  of  State  averages  in  relation  to  general  average 


SCALE 


^  State 
Averagt 


$53.06 


kentu 


CRROUNft 


SOUTH  CARO'-INA 


In  this  map  the  differences  of  State  averages  of  value  of  milch 
cows,  from  the  average  of  the  United  States  for  ten  years  past,  are 
expressed  in  percentages  above  or  below  that  general  average,  the  plus 
or  minus  sign  being  pi'efixed  to  the  percentage  of  each  State  to 
distinguish  the  two  classes  of  percentages.  The  States  are  placed 
in  five  groups,  each  class  distinguished  by  separate  tints,  each 
including  a  certain  range  of  average  values,  and  of  percentages 
above  or  below  the  general  average,  which  is  $26.53.  These  dif¬ 
ferences  of  value  a/re  due  to  differences  of  breed  and  development, 
to  better  care  and  higher  feed  in  dairy  districts  than  in  non-dairy¬ 
ing  agricultural  regions,  and  to  facilities  for  transportation  to 
market  of  dairy  prod/acts. 


COLOR  KEV. 

Differences. 

Range  of  Value..  Tints. 

Shales. 

9 

'W 

h 

+  3 1  and  over 

$34.95  to  $.19.12 

5 

\ 

6 

I* 

from +  u  to  ^-30 

$29.45  to  S.14.S() 

16] 

£ 

^1 

from  + 10  to  — 10 

$28.87  to  $2.1. 1.3 

13 

Under  average. 

from -11  to  —30 

$23.08  to  Sl8.3G 

4 

—  31  and  under 

$17.  97  to  .$13.47 

8 

46 

tJniled  States  Average =$26.S3  per  head . 
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States. 

Value 
per head 

Relation 
to  U. S. 
Average. 

States. 

Value 
per head 

Relation 
to  U.  S. 
Average. 

States. 

Value 
per  head 

Relation 
to  U.  S. 
Average. 

Alabama 

Dollars. 

1.48 

—33.0 

Louisiana 

Dollars. 

1.67 

—24.4 

Ohio 

Dollars. 

2.73 

+23.5 

1  Arizona 

1.84 

—16.7 

Maine 

2.88 

+30.3 

Oregon 

1.65 

—25.3 

1  Arkansas 

1 .55 

—29.9 

Maryland 

3.28 

+48.4 

Pennsylvania 

3.12 

+41.2 

1  California 

1.77 

—  19.9 

Massachusetts 

3.29 

+48.9 

Rhode  Island 

3.70 

+67.4 

i  Colorado 

1.94 

—12.2 

Michigan 

2.75 

+24.4 

South  Carolina 

1.71 

—22.6 

!  Connecticut 

3.47 

d-.ST.O 

Minnesota 

2.42 

+  95 

Tennessee 

1.64 

—25.8 

1  Dakota 

2.52 

+  14.0 

Missi.ssippi 

1..53 

—30.8 

Texas 

1.97 

—10.9 

1  Delaware 

’i  28 

+48.4 

Missoiyi 

1.85 

—16.3 

atah 

2.09 

—  5.4 

i  Florida 

1.80 

—18.6 

Montana 

2..38 

+  7.7 

Vermont 

3.46 

+56.6 

j  Georgia 

1.4') 

—82.6 

Nebraska 

2.24 

+  1.4 

Virginia 

2.46 

+11.3 

j  Idaho 

2.25 

+  1.8 

Nevada 

1.87 

—15.4 

Washington 

2.22 

+  0.6 

Illinois 

2.50 

+15.8 

New  Hampshire 

2.81 

+27.1 

West  Virginia 

2.32 

+  6.0 

Indiana 

2..50 

+  1.3.1 

New  Jersey 

4.(10 

+81.0 

Wisconsin 

2.28 

+  3.2 

Iowa 

1  Kanaas 

1  Kentucky 

2.,% 

2.04 

2.52 

+  15.4 

New  Mexico 

1.52 

—31,2 

Wyoming 

2.23 

+  0.9 

—  7.7 
-rl4.0 

New  York 

North  Carolina 

3.49 

1.34 

+57.9 

—39.4 

Average 

2.21 
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aVERHGE  VALUE  OF  SHEEP 


in  the  United  States. 


Differences  of  State  averages  in  relation  to  general  average. 


MINNESOTA 


WISCONSIN 


MICHIGAN 
+  2  4,-4% 


SCALE 


Silite-  \ 

Avera^Ci 


iffereiices 


$4.42 


IOWA 


+  100 


fCUINQiS 

+  15.8  7o  . 


I  INDIANA 
'  +13.1% 


GlNlA 


KENTUCKY 


north  CI'I'O'-''*'' 


ORY 


CAROLINA 


EORG' A 


BUTermces.  Range  of  Value.  Tints.  States. 


ALABAMA 


$3.12  tog+.OO 


+  31  and  over 


$2.46  to  $2.88 


from  + 11  to  +30 


from +10  to  — lo 


FLQR'OA 
_  18.6% 


EXPLANATION. 


$1.94.10  $1.53 


In  this  map  the  differences  of  State  averages  of  value  of  Sheep, 
from  the  average  of  the  United  States  for  ten  years  past,  are  ex¬ 
pressed  in  percentages  above  or  below  that  general  average,  the  plus 
or  minus  sign  being  pi'efixed  to  the  percentage  of  each  State  to 
distinguish  the  two  classes  of  percentages.  Ths  States  awe  placed 
in  five  groups,  each  doss  distinguished  by  separate  tints,  each 
including  a  certain  range  of  average  values,  and  of  percentages 
above  or  below  the  general  average  which  is  $2.21.  These  dif¬ 
ferences  of  value  are  due  to  breed,  grade,  feed,  care,  quality 
and  quantity  of  fiexce,  value  for  mutton,  and  other  loeul  causes 
affecting  values. 


31  and  under 


Ignited  States  Average =.$  2.21  per  head 
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'*'6  0. 


DA  KOTA 


+  17,5% 


10  A 


_ I 


S% 


+  36.0% 


NEBRASKA 


+  19.9  7o 


+  34 


UTA 


‘■iFOpt 


+  74. 


COLORADO 


+  62.2  % 


KANSAS 


+  2  0.3  % 


A  Ff  ; 


ZOlVfl 


NDIAN  TE 


+  34. 


NEW  MEXICO 

+  46.1% 


-  -5- 


TEXAS 


-  36.4% 


27 

States. 

Value 

Per 

Head. 

Relation 
to  U. S. 
Average. 

States. 

Value 

Per 

Head. 

Relation 
to  U.  S. 
Average. 

States. 

Value 

Per 

Head. 

Relation 
to  U.  S. 
Average. 

Alabama 

Dollars. 

3.29 

—  33.8 

Louisiana 

Dollars. 

3.63 

—  27.0 

Ohio 

Dollars. 

6.79 

+  16.6 

Arizona 

5.70 

+  14.7 

Maine 

9.08 

+  82.7 

Oregon 

3.63 

—  27.0 

Arkansas 

3.00 

—  39.6 

Maryland 

6.35 

+  27.8 

Pennsylvania 

8.16 

+  64.2 

California 

6.16 

+  3.6 

Massachusetts 

12.41 

+  149.7 

Rhode  Island 

10.50 

+111.3 

Colorado 

8.06 

+  62.2 

Michigan 

6.20 

+  24.7 

South  Carolina 

3.74 

—  24.7 

Connecticut 

9.98 

+100.8 

Minnesota 

5.56 

+  11.9 

^Tennessee 

3.74 

—  24.7 

Dakota 

5.84 

+  17.6 

Mississippi 

3.18 

—  36  0 

ITexas 

3.16 

—  36.4 

25 

Delaware 

7.12 

+  43.3 

Missouri 

3.99 

—  19.7 

Utah 

8,66 

+  74.2 

Florida 

2.40 

-  51.7 

Montana 

7.98 

+  60.6 

Vermont 

8.67 

+  74.4 

GeorRia 

3.32 

—  33.2 

Nebraska 

5.96 

+  19.9 

Virginia 

4.11 

—  17.3 

Idaho 

7.43 

+  49.5 

Nevada 

6.69 

+  34  6 

Washington 

6.63 

+  13.3 

Illinois 

5.86 

+  17.7 

New  Hampshire 

10.81 

+117.5 

West  Virginia 

4.22 

—  L5.1 

Indiana 

5.57 

+  12.1 

New  Jersey 

9.67 

+  94.6 

Wisconsin 

6.19 

+  24.6 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

6.02 

+  21.1 

New  Mexico 

7.26 

+  46.1 

Wyoming 

6.86 

+  38.0 

6.98 

4.10 

f  20.3 
—  17.6 

New  York 

North  Carolina 

8.32 

3.58 

+  67.4 
—  28.0 

Average 

4.97 

109 


103 
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MERAGE  YALUE  OF  SWINE 


in  the  United  States, 


Differences  of  State  averages  in  relation  to  general  average 


A  I N  N  ESOTA 


WISCONSIN 


MICHIGAN 

-t-24..7°A 


SCALE 


State  \ 

\ 

AveTaxjC^ 


1  0  w  A 
21. 1?° 


1  ULI  N  0  I  S 


INOI  ANA 


+  40_ 


missoubi 


NTUCKV 

-  17.5  °/o 


nobthcaboun*^ 

-  28  0% 


TENNESSEE 


SOUTH  CABOUNA 


ARKANSAS 


DUlfraices.  RciJujeofVahte.  Tints.  States. 


J  e.6fl  to  $  12.41 


+  31  and  over 


LOUISIANA 
-  2  7, 0  °/o 


from  + 11  lo  +30 


tSfroiii  +  10  to  — lo 


FLO  B  '  0^ 

-51-7'A 


EXPLANATION. 


In  this  ma/p  the  differences  of  State  averages  of  value  of  Smne, 
from  the  average  of  the  United  States  for  ten  years  past,  are 
expressed  in  percentages  above  or  below  that  general  average,  the  plus 
or  minus  sign  being  prefixed  to  the  percentage  of  each  State  to 
distinguish  the  two  classes  of  percentages.  The  States  are  placed 
in  five  groups,  each  distinguished  by  separate  tints,  each  including 
a  certain  range  of  average  values,  and  of  percentages  above  or 
below  the  general  average,  which  is  $4.97.  These  differences 
of  valvs  are  due  to  breed,  age,  weight,  distance  from  market,  and 
other  local  causes  affecting  values.  In  the  South  the  necessity  for 
slaughtering  in  December  or  January  reduces  the  average  age 
and  weight. 


S+2Z  to  $3AU 


$3.32  to  $2.40 


31  and  under 


United  States  Average  =  $  4.97  per  head 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


States. 

p.  c. 

In 

Agri. 

Relation 
to  U.  S. 
Average. 

States. 

p.  c. 

in 

Agri. 

Relation 
to  U.  S. 
Average. 

States. 

P.  C. 

In 

Agri. 

Relation 
to  U.  S. 
Average. 

Alabama 

77 

+75.0 

Louisiana 

57 

+29.5 

Ohio 

40 

—  9.1 

Arizona 

15 

—65.9 

Maine 

35 

—20.5 

Oregon 

40 

—  9.1 

Arkansas 

83 

+88.6 

Maryland 

28 

—36.4 

Pennsylvania 

21 

—62.3 

California 

21 

—52.3 

Massachusetts 

9 

—79.5 

Rhode  Island 

9 

—79.5 

Colorado 

13 

—70.5 

Michigan 

42 

—  4.5 

South  Carolina 

75 

+70.5 

Connecticut 

18 

—59.1 

Minnesota 

52 

+18.2 

Tennessee 

66 

+50.0 

Dakota 

49 

+11.4 

Mississippi 

82 

+86.4 

Texas 

69 

+66.8 

Delaware 

33 

—25.0 

Missouri 

51 

-t-15.9 

Utah 

36 

—18.2 

Florida 

64 

+45.5 

Montana 

20 

—54.5 

Vermont 

47 

+  6.8 

Georgia 

72 

+63.6 

Nebraska 

59 

+34.1 

Virginia 

51 

+15.9 

Idaho 

25 

—43.2 

Nevada 

13 

-70.5 

Washington 

42 

—  4.5 

Illinois 

44 

0.0 

New  Hampshire 

31 

—29.5 

West  Virginia 

61 

+38.6 

Indiana 

52 

+18.2 

New  Jersey 

15 

—65.9 

Wisconsin 

47 

+  6,8 

Iowa 

57 

+29.5 

New  Mexico 

35 

—20.6 

Wyoming 

18 

—59.1 

Kansas 

64 

-i-45.6 

New  York 

20 

—54.5 

44 

Kentucky 

62 

+40.9 

North  Carolina 

76 

+70.5 
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117 

116 

113 
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85 


78 


RURSL  PORULITION 

of  the  United  States,  as  a  percentage  of  the  total  population. 


Differences  of  State  averages  in  relation  to  the  general  average. 


VIINNESOTA 
+  18.2% 


ORY 


I  0  W  A 
+  29-5  % 
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VVISCONSIN 
+  G  -  8  % 
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1 

1 

4-16.9%  ^ 

TENNESSEE 

+  so.o7o 


ARKANSAS 
+  88.6% 


LOUISIANA 
+  29.5% 


SCALE 


11 


State,  \ 

”  Averages^ 

J’ercent  8  8 


Oil 


80 


70 


60 


30 


40 


30 


20 


10 


MISSISSIPPI  I 


+  86.  4% 


COLOR  KEY. 

Percentage .  Tints .  States. 

72  to  8.1 


EXPLANATION. 

In  this  map  the  differences  of  State  percentages  of  rural  work¬ 
ers  to  total  numbers  engaged  in  all  occupations,  in  relation  to  the 
average  percentage  of  the  United  States,  are  expressed  in  percent¬ 
ages  above  or  below  the  general  average,  the  plus  or  minus  sign  be¬ 
ing  prefixed  to  the  percentage  of  each  State  to  distinguish  the  two 
classes  'of  percentages.  The  States  are  placed  in  five  groups,  eoxh 
class  distinguished  by  separate  tints,  each  including  a  certain 
range  of  State  percentages.  Thus  is  practically  represented  the 
proportion  of  rural  to  total  population  by  States  ;  and  the  figures 
in  the  center  of  each  State  show,  in  percentage  form,  the  relation 
of  each  State  average  to  the  general  average  indicating  the  propor¬ 
tion  of  rural  to  total  population  of  the  united  States. 
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States. 

Value 

Per 

Acre. 

Relation 
to  U.  S. 
Average. 

States. 

Value 

Per 

Acre. 

Relation 
to  U.  S. 
Average. 

■ 

States. 

Value 

Per 

Acre. 

Relation 
to  U.  S. 
Average. 

Dollars. 

Dollars. 

Dollars. 

Alabama 

4.19 

—  78.0 

Louisiana 

7.13 

—  62.6 

Ohio 

45.97 

+141.7 

Arizona 

8.32 

—  56.3 

Maine 

15.62 

—  17.9 

Oregon 

13.50 

—  29.0 

Arkansas 

6.16 

—  67.6 

Maryland 

32.33 

+  70.0 

Penns.ylvania 

49.80 

+  169.2 

California 

15.79 

—  17.0 

Massachusetts 

43  52 

+128.8 

Rhode  Island 

50.27 

+164.3 

Colorado 

21.55 

+  13.3 

Michigan 

36.15 

+  90.1 

South  Carolina 

5  10 

—  73.2 

Connecticut 

49.34 

+159.4 

Minnesota 

14.45 

—  24.0 

Tennessee 

10.00 

—  47.4 

Dakota 

5.89 

—  69.0 

Mississippi 

6.86 

—  69.2 

Texas 

4.70 

—  76.3 

Delaware 

33.74 

+  77.4 

Missouri 

13.47 

—  29.2 

Utah 

21.38 

+  12.4 

Florida 

6.15 

—  67.7 

Montana 

7.97 

—  68.1 

Vermont 

22.40 

+  17.8 

Georgia 

4.30 

—  77.4 

Nebraska 

10.65 

—  44.0 

Virginia 

10.89 

—  42.7 

Idaho 

8.64 

—  54.6 

Nevada 

10.19 

—  46.4 

Washington 

9.82 

—  48.4 

Illinois 

31.87 

+  67.6 

New  Hampshire 

20.38 

4  7.2 

West  Virginia 

13.06 

—  31.3 

iT'.diaua 

1  31.11 

+  63.6 

New  Jersey 

65.16 

+242.6 

Wisconsin 

23.30 

+  22.5 

Iowa 

22.92 

+  20.5 

New  Mexico 

8.74 

—  &4.0 

Wyoming 

6.72 

—  64.7 

Kansas 

10.98 

—  42.3 

New  York 

44.41 

+133.6 

Ayerage 

19.02 

Ke.itucky 

:  13.92 

—  26.8 

North  Carolina 

6.07 

—  68.1 
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in  the  United  States, 


Differences  of  State  averages  in  relation  to  the  general  average 


SCALE 


SUite 

Averac 


CfrROUNft 


CAROLINA 


COLOR  KEY. 

Differences,  Docile  of  Dnts.  States. 


+  71  and  over 


from+20  to— 20 


EXPLANATION. 


In  this  mwp  the  differences  of  State  averages  of  value  per  acre 
are  expressed  in  percentages  above  or  below  the  general  average  of 
the  United  States,  the  plus  or  minus  sign  being  prefixed  to  the 
percentage  of  each  State  to  distinguish  the  two  cUmes  of  percentages . 
The  States  are  placed  in  five  groups,  each  distinguished  by  sepa¬ 
rate  tints,  each  including  a  certain  range  of  average  vahies  and 
gradations  by  percentage  above  and  below  the  general  average, 
which  is  $19.02  per  ar,re.  It  is  easy  to  see  the  relative  position  of 
States  in  value  per  acre,  first  by  the  color  gradations,  and  more 
exactly  by  the  figures  printed  in  the  centre  of  each  State. 


71  and  under 


United  Slates  Average=S  19.02  per  acre 
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NEBRASKA 


LO  R  A  D  0 


KANSAS 


MEXICO 


Cultivated  by 


Cultivated  by 


tenant-  tenant 
'Owner,  money  o  n 
rental,  shares 


Farms 


States 


States 


Farms 


1  619 
63,387 
1,404 
32,181 
34.307 
6,063 
241,068 
167,609 
247,189 
16,217 
213,642 
6,216 
93,864 
166,660 
174,184 
9,462 
36,622 
118,617 
6,629 


Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New  Hampshire 
New  Jersey 
New  Mexico 
New  York 
North  Carolina 
Ohio 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 


136,864 
767 
94,433 
35,934 
4,606 
30,698 
17,436 
8,749 
23,438 
138,626 
1,885 
255,741 
124,013 
185,351 
138,661 
166,453 
48,292 
64,309 
40,517 
38,406 
154,008 
92  386 
101,772 
215,575 


Alabama 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Dakota 

Delaware 

Florida 

Georgia 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 


Rhode  Island 

South  Carolina 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Washington 

West  Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 


134,322 

457 


4.008,907 


Total 


Owner. 

tenant- 

money 

rental. 

tenant 

0  n 

shares. 

94.7 

1.1 

4.2 

82.0 

3.1 

14.9 

90.3 

4.6 

6.2 

91.9 

3.8 

4.3 

75  4 

10.6 

14.1 

91.9 

.4 

7.7 

83.5 

7.6 

9.0 

66.6 

6.6 

28.0 

80.7 

6.0 

13.3 

85.9 

4.6 

9.6 

78.8 

8.0 

13.2 

80.1 

16.9 

4.0 

49.7 

23.4 

26.S 

65.5 

11.6 

22.9 

62.4 

6.9 

30.7 

96.4 

.6 

4.0 

86.6 

6.1 

7.3 

70.6 

11.3 

18.2 

92.8 

3.2 

4.0 

80.9 

6.8 

12.3 

90.9 

2.8 

6.3 

97.1 

1.1 

1.8 

74.6 

8.0 

17.6 
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ALBUM  OF  AGRICULTURAL  STATISTICS. 


in  the  United  States 


Proportion  of  Parma  cultivated  by  proprietors,  by  tenants  paying 
a  money  rental,  and  by  tenants  renting  on  shares. 
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EXPLANATION. 


The  semi-circles  are  of  the  same  size,  representing  the  total  number 
of  farms  in  each  State  without  regard  to  number  or  extent  of  terri¬ 
tory  occupied.  The  single  idea  of  proportion  of  the  farms  cultivated 
under  each  class  of  tenure  is  alone  considered.  The  first  division 
represents  the  farms  carried  on  by  their  proprietors ;  the  second, 
those  held  by  tenants  who  pay  a  money  rent ;  the  third,  those  occu¬ 
pied  by  renters  who  pay  a  stipulated  share  of  the  produce  for  the  use 
of  the  land.  It  should  be  stated  that  the  large  proportion  of  the  lat¬ 
ter  class  in  the  South  is  due  to  the  aversion  of  the  freedman  to 
working  for  wages,  who  are  virtually  farm  laborers  rather  than  ten¬ 
ant  farmers. 
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